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commercial and other considerations. For 1990 and 1991, however, price was 
increased to 70 percent of the evaluation. The weights given to the various 
criteria vary among utilities. Information presented at the Commission's 
public conference indicated that Florida Power and Light gave a weight of 30 
percent to price, 40 percent to product evaluation, and 30 percent to other 
considerations. 

However, several utilities contacted by staff indicated that they do not 
use a formal bid evaluation process. Publicly-owned utilities almost always 
award contracts to the approved supplier with the lowest bid if the URD meets 
all of the utility's specifications. Investor-owned utilities tend to take 
other factors, such as service and delivery, into account although price is 
still a very important consideration. Data collected from purchasers showed 
that the low bidder usually won a large part of the contract. 

Potential suppliers submit sealed bids and are usually given only one 
chance to quote. 47 However, occasionally some investor-owned utilities will 
negotiate price with selected suppliers who quote above the lowest bidder. 48 

Typically, utilities award a contract to two or more suppliers to ensure a 
continuing supply of cable. 

Most contracts are yearly blanket agreements, under which the utility 
submits monthly orders for a certain quantity of cable. Price is fixed over 
the length of the contract, except for an agreed-upon metal cost adjustment. 
This adjustment is based on a monthly or quarterly index, such as that 
published in Metals Week, and protects the utility and the supplier from 
fluctuations in the prices of aluminum and copper, the primary metals used in 
URD. Between January 1989 and December 1991, aluminum prices declined 
approximately 32 percent, with most of the decline occurring in 1989 and 1991, 
and copper prices fluctuated greatly, but declined approximately 27 percent 
overall. 49 This fall in aluminum and copper prices has contributed to the 
decline in URD prices. 

In addition, demand for URD has fallen since 1989. This is due mainly 
to a decline in the level of new construction, particularly new housing 
starts. Also, *** indicated that a reduction in URD replacement programs by 
utilities has contributed to the fall in demand. 

Most producers, importers, and purchasers agree that there are no 
substitutes for URD. They all agreed that the imported and U.S.-produced 
product could be used interchangeably. None of the 18 purchasers who 
responded to a question on differences in quality between Canadian URD and 
U.S.-produced URD reported that this was a significant factor in their firm's 
purchases of URD. However, two utilities, ***• reported that service and 
delivery were very important and that ACW may have an advantage in these 
areas. 

47 Transcript, p. 17. 
48 Transcript of conference, p. 45, and questionnaire responses of *** 
49 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labstat Series Report. 
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Prices are quoted in dollars per thousand feet (mft), mainly on a 
delivered basis by both producers and importers. Transportation costs are 
generally one to five percent of the delivered cost of the product. 

Questionnaire Price Data 

Producers and importers were requested to report sales prices to their 
10 largest customers for contracts for delivery in 1989, 1990, 1991, and after 
1991. In addition, purchasers were asked to report bid prices for their 
largest contracts in each of the years. Price data were requested for the 
following three products: 50 

Product 1: 1/0 19/W Strand Aluminum 220 TRXLP Full Bare Neutral SO Kil 
Polyethylene Jacket lSkV 

Product 2: 1/0 19/W Strand Aluminum 260 TRXLP Full Bare Neutral SO Kil 
Polyethylene Jacket 25kV 

Product 3: #2 7/W Strand Aluminum 220 TRXLP Full Bare Neutral SO Kil 
Polyethylene Jacket lSkV 

Six producers and one importer, ACW, submitted price information. 
However, much of the data does not conform exactly to the above product 
descriptions due to the differing specifications requested by each utility. 
Furthermore, customers often change suppliers during contract renewals. Thus 
there were few consistent price series reported for individual utilities in 
the responses to the producers' and importers' questionnaires. 

Price Trends 

It was not possible to develop consistent price series or to provide a 
systematic presentation in a table for the three product categories from 1989 
to 1991 for the reasons given above. However, an examination of the data 
received from producers, importers, and purchasers generally indicates a 
downward trend in prices since 1989, with the largest decline in 1990 and 
1991. 51 

Domestic producer prices were difficult to evaluate given the 
questionnaire data reported. One producer, ***, provided data for monthly 
shipments by customer. Its prices were variable due mainly to monthly 
fluctuations in copper costs; however, prices do show a downward trend. *** 
and the petitioners reported that prices fell drastically in 1990 and 1991. 

*** which provided price data on sales to utilities, and it was 
difficult to evaluate price trends for the reasons previously cited. However, 

5° Counsel for the petitioners reported that these three products accounted 
for approximately*** percent of domestic sales. Telephone conversation with 
counsel on Feb. 3, 1992. 

51 Producers and importers all agree on this downward trend. See petition, 
p. 38, and*** 
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several *** customers submitted data in the purchaser questionnaire. For 
example, ***'s final quoted price to *** decreased from *** per mft in 1989 to 
*** in 1991. Prices to *** fell from *** in 1989 to *** in 1991. Prices 
reported by purchasers are presented in the next section on price comparisons. 

ACY reported that U.S. market prices began falling in early 1989 and its 
sales declined. ACY stated that in order.to remain competitive in the U.S. 
market, ***· Then, in September 1991, following the purchase of ACY by 
Alcatel, ACY raised its prices 20 to 40 percent above U.S. market prices. 
According to ACY, it withdrew all bids for which there were. not outstanding 
orders and has not received any new contracts since September 26, 1991." 

Price Comparisons 

Usable price comparisons could not be obtained by examining the producer 
and importer questionnaire responses; however, purchaser responses do provide 
some examples of competing bids for deliveries in 1989, 1990, 1991, and after 
1991. *** all reported bid information. 

***• an investor-owned utility in***, submitted information on prices 
quoted in*** for*** mft of product 1 (table 18). ***evaluates bids on 
whether technical requirements are met and on manufacturing capacity, 
delivery, and price. ***had originally bid much lower than the other 
suppliers in *** and was awarded the contract. *** The award went to *** 

Table 18 
URD: Bids received by *** 

Biddin& firm 

* * 

Initial 
quote 
Per mf t 

* * 

Final 
quote 
Per mf t 

* * 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

*** reported yearly bid information for quotes on URD similar to product 
2. Bids for deliveries in 1989, 1990-, and 1991 were submitted in ***· The 
quotes and.volumes awarded are shown in table 19. *** stated that it based 
its decisions on price and vendor evaluation. 

The largest portion of the 1989 contract was awarded to ***, while 
smaller portions were awarded to ***· The bids of other suppliers were not 
reported. In 1990, the largest quantity went to the lowest bidder, ***· 
***'s bid price was much higher than the bids of competing firms. In 1991, 
*** received the largest part of the award, although *** had lower bids. *** 
received smaller portions of the contract. *** reported that it *** 

52 Transcript, pp. 74 and 80, and *** 



Table 19 
URD: Bids received by *** 

1989 
Volume 

Bidding firm Quote awarded 
f&!l: mft Hf.t 

* * * 
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1990 

Quote 
fe:r;: mft 

* * 

Volume 
awarded 
Mf t 

* 

1991 

Ouote 
Per mf t 

* 

Volume 
awa:r;:ded 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

*** reported bids for deliveries in 1989 through 1991 of product 2 
(table 20). ***reports that it evaluates the quotations based on price, lead 
time, and vendor performance. Then it negotiates price and other terms with 
two or three of the lowest evaluated bidders and awards blanket orders to the 
chosen suppliers. *** indicated in its questionnaire response that although 
***'s prices are usually very competi~ive, ***has awarded business to *** 
even when its bids are not low, due to ***'s better delivery than other 
suppliers. 

Table 20 
URD: Bids received by *** 

1989 1990 1991 
Bidding I nit. Final Volume lnit. Final Volume lnit. Final Volume 
firm quote quote awarded guote guote awarded quote quote awarded 

---Per mft-- Hft ---Per mft-- tltt ---fer mft-- Mft 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

In 1989, ***had the lowest initial quote. *** lowered their prices, 
but *** won the largest share of the contract. In 1990, *** had the lowest 
initial and final quotes and *** was awarded *** of the contract. The 
remaining *** was awarded to *** at a significantly higher price, even though 
*** bid lower initially. In 1991, ***'s initial and final bids were 
significantly lower than those of the other suppliers and it received *** 
contract award. *** negotiated only with *** for deliveries after 1991 
because it was satisfied with ***'s service and had not yet purchased its 1991 
estimated requirements from *** due to a slowdown in URD use. 

*** reported bid information for product 2 for 1989 through 1991 (table 
21). Although it considers conformance to specifications and past 
performance, in each case the award was made to the lowest bidder. *** was 
the low bidder in*** deliveries in***· ***was awarded the contract for 
*** *** was the highest bidder for *** periods shown in table 21. However, 
it bid the lowest i~ *** and received the contract for***· 
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Table 21 
URD: Bids received by *** 

19a9 J.989 1990 1991 
Bidding Volume Volume Volume Volume 
firm Quote awarded Quote awarded Quote awarded Quote awarded 

Per mft Hit :f~[ mf~ Htt Per mft lift Pe[ mft Hft 

* * * * * * * 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionrµaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

*** provided details on its contracts for *** for *** mft of URD (table 
22). ***reported that firms are evaluated on cable quality, viability as a 
current and future source of supply, leadtime, freight terms, payment terms, 
and price. For the *** contract, *** was the *** lowest bidder and won *** 
percent of the contract. However, for the *** contract, ***'s price was 
approximately*** percent higher than the lowest bidder, ***• and*** did not 
receive any of the contract award. 

Table 22 
URD: Bids received by *** 

1291 1292 
Percent Percent 

1Udd1n& f1m Q!,&Qt~ IWArdeg Qyo~~ 1w11:ded 
Per mft Per mf t 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

*** reported bids submitted for contracts for delivery in 1990, 1991, 
1992, and 1993. Each contract covered four products which were similar to 
product 3. *** provided prices quoted by suppliers for each of the four URD 
products. 

*** stated that it evaluates contracts on commercial acceptability, 
including pri.ce, terms, and delivery, and a technical review of the proposals. 
There is no negotiation after the bids are submitted. Bid prices are shown in 
table 23 for one product that accounted for 60 percent of the total volume 
quoted. 

In ***• quotes were accepted for *** mft of URD to be delivered in***· 
***• which bid the lowest on each of the products, won*** contract. ***bid 
*** percent higher than *** on the four products. 

Bids were received in *** for *** mft of URD to be delivered in ***· 
*** was the lowest bidder and won *** contract. Contracts for 1992 and 1993 
were bid on in***· ***'s quotes were much higher than those of the other *** 
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Table 23 
URD: Bids received by *** 

Bidding firm 1990 1991 1992 1993 
Quote Quote Quote Quote 
per mf t per mft per mf t per mft 

* * * * * * * 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

suppliers for 1992 and 1993. ***• the lowest bidder on two of the four 
products, received*** contract for both years. 

*** did not report complete information in the form requested. Bid 
prices for products 1, 2, and 3 were not reported for *** contracts and were 
reported only for the firms that won the *** contracts. *** received a 
portion of the contract for deliveries in***· The names of other suppliers 
that bid on the contract, if any, were not reported. 

*** reported that *** suppliers submitted quotes for deliveries of *** 
URD products in***· After a technical evaluation of the *** suppliers, *** 
firms, ***• were chosen for a detailed commercial evaluation. According to 
***• *** provided*** innovative options related to minimum purchase 
quantities, warehousing options, and a minimum percentage of volume to be 
placed with***· *** compared the other*** vendors, ***• to *** in deciding 
how to allocate the award. *** bid the lowest of the *** winning vendors on 
*** of the *** products, including the *** highest volume products, but bid 
the highest of the *** on*** products. ***was awarded*** contract with the 
remaining portion awarded to *** 

Lost Sales and Lost Revenues 

U.S. producers submitted 18 lost sale allegations totalling 30,695 mft 
and $41.9 million and*** lost revenue allegations totalling*** mft and*** 
involving 18 end users. 53 Staff contacted six of the utilities named in the­
allegations. In addition, information on two others was obtained from the 
purchaser questionnaires. 

53 A few of the lost sales, including the largest, ***• were reported by 
more than one U.S. producer. The dollar value and footage reported reflects 
the value of the highest lost sale reported by producers. In addition, ***• 
*** lost revenues and lost sales were reported. Therefore, the total values 
shown are greater than the actual reported loss to the domestic industry as a 
whole. For example, one may want to subtract the *** lost sale to *** 
reported by one domestic producer from the $41.9 million total since the sale 
was actually awarded to a U.S. producer, ***• which allegedly lost *** in 
revenues. 
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*** reported lost sales ranging from *** to *** and *** reported lost 
revenues of *** involving a *** contract with ***· *** reported that the 
contract was for *** URD products totalling *** mft, including one product for 
which bid prices were shown in the price section of this report, at a final 
bid price of***· *** said that*** was the lowest bidder on*** items. 
After the initial bids were received, some of the URD specifications were 
changed and *** asked for new bid prices from the suppliers that had 
previously submitted low bids. ***was initially awarded*** items, which 
totalled approximately *** percent of the dollar value of the contract, while 
*** was awarded *** items, approximately*** percent of the dollar value of 
the contract. As stated previously, ***· 

*** alleged a lost sale of *** for *** mft of URD in *** involving ***· 
*** said that although prices were quoted for *** mft the actual footage 
awarded was *** mft. *** was the lowest bidder and won *** of the contract. 
However, ***won the other *** of the contract. ***bid *** per mft, ***bid 
***• ***bid***• and*** submitted the highest bid at ***· 

*** reported a lost sale of *** for *** mft involving *** in***· As 
stated previously, *** was the lowest bidder and received *** award. *** 
reported that it placed *** order with *** due to *** excellent service 
record, lowest price, and good delivery. 

*** reported a lost sale in *** of *** mft totalling *** and *** 
reported*** lost sales in*** of*** mft totalling***• all involving*** 
*** is municipally-owned and purchases URD on a contract basis ***· *** 
stated that*** was approved as an authorized supplier in***· He said that 
***had placed*** orders with *** in***• although he could not recall the 
date of the quote. *** said that contracts are almost always awarded to the 
lowest bidder. ***has not bid on any*** contracts in*** 

*** reported one lost sale involving*** quote to ***• a public utility 
in***• for *** for *** mft. *** said that ***was awarded the contract for 
approximately *** because *** submitted the lowest bid. *** stated that *** 
law requires that municipal utilities purchase from the lowest bidder if all 
specifications are met. *** has not submitted any new bids on URD to *** 
since *** 

*** reported that it lost one contract in *** for *** for *** mft 
involving***· *** stated that ***'s price was *** percent below the next 
lowest bidder and it won the contract for *** mft of cable. *** said that 
awards are not always made to the lowest bidder. *** prefers to deal with *** 
because it has had performance problems with ***· 

*** alleged a lost sale of*** mft at ***per mft, a total of***• 
involving***· In the purchaser questionnaire, *** enclosed a copy of the 
purchase order placed with *** for *** mft at *** per mft, a total of *** 
*** did not report the bids of other suppliers. 

*** reported losing *** in revenues in *** due to low-priced Canadian 
imports in a *** contract sale. *** reported that *** submitted a bid which 
was much lower than the other bids. *** called*** to verify that the bid was 
correct and *** then elected to withdraw its bid. The contract was split 
between***· *** said that the price was firm to the lowest bidder, excluding 
***• and then prices for the next higher two bidders were negotiated. 
Normally, the largest portion of the contract goes to the lowest bidder if 
each of the suppliers meets all of the specifications. 
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Ezchange llatea 

Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate that 
during January-March 1989 through October-December 1991 the nominal value of 
the Canadian dollar fluctuated, appreciating overall by 5.1 percent relative 
to the U.S. dollar (table 24). 1• Adjusted for movements in producer price 
indexes in the United States and Canada, the real value of the Canadian 
currency depreciated 1.6 percent overall between January-March 1989 and the 
fourth quarter of 1991. 

Table 24 
Exchange rates: 1 Indexes of nominal and real exchange rates of the Canadian 
dollar and indexes of producer prices in the United States and Canada, 2 by 
quarters, January 1989-December 1991 

Period 

1989: 
January-March ...... . 
April-June ......... . 
July-September ..... . 
October-December •... 

1990: 
January-March ...... . 
April-June ......... . 
July-September ..... . 
October-December ... . 

1991: 
January-Karch ...... . 
April-June ......... . 
July-September ..... . 
October-December ... . 

u. s. 
producer 
price index 

100.0 
101.8 
101.4 
101.8 

103.3 
103.l 
104.9 
108.l 

105.9 
104.8 
104.7 
104.8 

Canadian 
producer 
price insiex 

100.0 
100.3 

99.9 
99.3 

99.6 
99.8 
99.9 

101.2 

100.8 
99.3 
98.5 
98.2& 

Nominal 
exchange 
rate index 

100.0 
99.9 

100.8 
102.0 

100.8 
101.8 
103.4 
102.7 

103.1 
103.7 
104.2 
105.1 

Real 
exchange 
rate insiex3 

100.0 
98.4 
99.3 
99.5 

97.3 
98.6 
98.4 
96.1 

98.2 
98.2 
98.1 
98 .4• 

1 Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per Canadian dollar. 
2 Producer price indexes--intended to measure final product prices--are 

based on period-average quarterly indexes presented in line 63 of the 
International Financial Statistics. 

3 The real exchange rate is derived from the nominal rate adjusted for 
relative movements in producer prices in the United States and Canada. 

• Derived from Canadian price data reported for October-November only. 

Note.--January-Karch 1989 - 100. 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, 
February 1992. 

5• International Financial Statistics, February 1992. 
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Federal Re~ister / Vol. 57. No. 27 / Monday. February 10. 1992 / Notices 4887 

(Investigation No. 731-TA-545 Preliminary) 

Medium Voltage Underground 
Distribution Cable From Canada 

AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 

ACTION! Institution and scheduling of a 
preliminary antidumping investigation. 

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby 
gives notice of the institution of 
preliminary antidumping investigation 
No. i31-TA-545 (Preliminary) under 
section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)) to determine 
whether there is a reasonable indication 
that an industry in the United States is 
materially injured. or is threatened with 
material injury. or the establishment of 
an industry in the United States is 
materially retarded. by reason of 
imports from Canada of medium voltage 
underground distribution cable, 1 

pro\·ided for in subheading 8544.60.60 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States. that are alleged to be sold 
in the United States at less than fair 
value. The Conunission must complete 
prehmmary antidumping investigations 
m 45 days. or in this case by March 16. 
1992. 

For further _in!orrna~ion concerning the 
conduct of this investigation and rules of 
general application, consult the 
Commission"s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. part 201. subpllrts A through 

1 For purpose• of thia investigation. medium 
\'Oha11r underground d11tribubon cable is an 
insulated electnul conductor used by electric 
uhhtr companiu an the medium vohase 1111e (i.e~ 
for' ohaj!ea exceed1n, 1.000 volts but not exceedina 
o16.000 \'ohs) of 1r1nsm1tt1n1 electricil)' from power 
11ener111on pl;ants lo uhhty cu11omer1 in residential 
areas. U11hty comp1nies d1Stribute electnc11y at 
h1i:h ,·oltase from the power 11ener•l1on phonl 10 
re~1on;al substohons pnmarily via un1nsula1cd. 
O\erhrad ""high trnsron·· wires. Al the re1j1onal 
aubstat:on. the eleclrac1tr 11 "stepped down'" to 
mcd1~m voha11e. Medium voltage underground 
d1strat-u11on caLle 11 used to conduct the ele~tricity 
from the reg1onal 1uu11111ions to ne1i:hliorhood 
tronslormel'9. ,..here ii IS egai!I '"llepped down" lo 
househuld \"Oha11es. Medium vohai:e 11ndcr11round 
d1s1r1bu1ron c:able it composed pnnc:ipally of metal 
l11enJr ... lly 11lum.•.num for the conductor and copper 
lor 1he neutral or 11round) and insul;iims 
c:nn:pc:>unds (c.g. pol)·cth}·lcnc). 

E (19 CFR part 201). and part 207. 
subparts A and B (19 CFR part 207). 
EFFECT1VE DATE: January 31. 1992. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mary Trimble (202-205-3193), Office or 
Investigations. U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 500 E Street SW .. 
Washington. DC 20436. Hearing­
impaired persons can obtain information 
on this matter by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal on 20%-205-
1810. Persons with mobility impairments 
who will need special assistance in 
gaining access to the Commission 
should contact the Office of the 
Secretary at 202-205-ZOOO. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

This investigation is being instituted 
in response to a petition filed on January 
31. 1992. by U.S. Cable Trade Action 
·croup. an ad hoc trade association. 

Participation in the Investigation and 
Public Service List 

Persons (other than petitioners) 
wishing to participate in the 
investigation as parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission. as provided in 
§ § 201.11 and 207.10 of the 
Commission's rules. not later than seven 
(7) days after publication of this notice 
in. the Federal Register. The Secretary 
will prepare a public service list 
containing the names and addresses of 
all persons. or their representatives, 
who are parties to this investigation 
upon the expiration of the period for 
filing entries of appearance. 

Limited Disclosure of Business 
Proprietary Information (BPI) Under an 
Administrative Protective Order (APO) 
and BPI Service List 

Pursuant to § 207.7(a) of the 
Commission·s rules. the Secretary will 
make BPI gathered in this preliminary 
investigation available to authorized 
applicants under the APO issued in the 
investigation. provided that the 
application is made not later than seven 
(7) days after the publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. A 
separate service list will be maintained 
by the Secretary for those parties 
authorized to recei\'e BPI under the 
APO. 

Conference 

The Commission's Dircclor of 
Operations has scheduled a conference 
in connec!ion with this investigation for 
9:30 a.m. on February 21, 199Z. nt the 
U.S. International Trnde Commission 
Duildin~ .. 500 ~ S!rcet SW .. Washinston .• 
DC. Parties wishing to participate in tlte 

conference should contact Mary Trimble 
(:?02-:?0~3193) not later than February 
19. 1992. to arrange for their appearance. 
Parties in support of the imposition of 
antidumping duties in this investigation 
and parties in opposition to the 
imposition of such duties will each be 
collectively allocated one hour within 
which to make an oral presentation at 
the conference. A nonparty who has 
testimony that may aid the 
Commission's deliberations may request 
permission to present a short statement 
at the conference. 

Written Submissions 

As provided in§§ 201.8 and 'JJJl.15 or 
the Commission's rules. any person may 
submit to the Commission on or before 
February 25. 1992. a written brief. 
containing information and arguments 
pertinent to the subject Qlatter of the 
investigation. Parties may-file written 
testimony in connection with their 
presentation at the conference no later 
than three (3) days before the 
conference. If briefs or written 
testimony contain BPI. they must 
conform with the requirements of 
§ § 201.6. 207.3. and 207.7 of the 
Commission's rules. 

In accordance with §§ 201.16(c) and 
207.3 of the rules, each document filed 
by a party to the investigation must be 
served on all other parties to the 
investigation (as identified by either the 
public or BPI service list), and a 
certificate of service must be timely 
filed. The Secretary will not accept a 

· document for filing without a certificate 
of service. 

Authority: Thia inve1tigation is being 
conducted under authority or the Tariff Act oC 
1930, title VIL This notice is published 
punuant to I 207.12 or the Commission's 
rules. 

Issued: February 4. 1992.. 
By order of the Commission. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretory.' 
[FR Doc. 92-3047 Filed 2-7-92: 8:45 am) 
llWNQ CODE 102CM2-ll 
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Initiation of Antldumplng Duty 
lnvfftlgation: ......_ Volt8ge 
Underground Dl9trlbutlon cable From 
c..... 
ACISJICY: Import Administration. 
lntematiosial Trade Administration, 
0Ppartment of Copunerce. 

IPnCTIW DATI: Fe~ruary 27, 1992. 
POil fUlft'MU NOIUIA110N CONTACT: 
Stefanie Amadeo, Office of Antidumpin9 
lnvestigatiooa. Import Administration. 
International Trade Administration. U.S. 
Department of C.Ommerce, 14th Street 
and C.Onstitution Avenue t.i'W., 
Washington. DC 20230: telephone (202} 
377-1174. 
INITIAT10N OI' lllfVESnCIATIOIC 

The Petitioa 

On January 31, 1991. we received a 
petition filed in proper form by the U.S. 
Cable Trade Action Group (the 
petitioner). Supplements to the petttion 
were received on February 11, 18. 19: 
and 20. 1992. In accordance with 19 CFR 
353.12. the petitioner alleges that 
medium voltage underground 
distribution cable (URD) from Can~da i, 
being, or is likely to be, sold in the 
United StotP.t at le11 than fair value 
"'ithin the n1e1&nin1 or section i31 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930. as amended (the Act), 
and that these imports are materir.lly 
injuring. or thruten material injury to, a 
U.S. industry. 

Tho petitioner has stated that it h:is 
standins to file \he petition because 1t is 
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an interested party. aa defmed _;..der 
section 771(9){E) of the Act. and becauae 
it has filed the peUtion on behalf of a 
U.S. industry producin& a product that i1 
subject to this invesqation. If any 
interested party. a1 described under 
paragraphs (CJ. {D). and {E). or {F) of 
section 171(9) of the Act. wishes to . 
register support for. or opposition to, thit 
petition. it ahould me • written 
notification with the Alaiatant Secretary 
for Import Administration. 

Under the Department's replatiom, 
any producer or reaeller aeekins 
exclusion from a potential antidumpma 
duty order mutt submit its requett for 
exclusion within 30 daya of the date of 
the publication of thit notice. The · 
procedures and requirements are 
contained in 19 CFR 353.14. 

United Statee Price and Foreip Market 
Value 

Petitioner'• estimate of U.S. price 
(USP) is based on domestic induatry 
sources and is comprised of bida, or 
offers for sale of the subject 
merchandise in the United States by the 
Canadian producer. Petitioner adjusted 
USP for movement charges. 

Petitioner estimated foreip market 
value (FMV) based both on actual home 
market sales prices obtained from public 
bids and on constructed value (CV). 
Petitioner adjusted the bid prices for 
differences in merchandise. We 
deducted freight charges from the bid 
price. 

Based on the comparison• of the bid 
prices in both markets. the alleged 
dumping margins for URD from Canada 
range from 17 .22 to 240.48 percent. Baaed 
on the comparisons of USP and CV, the 
alleged dumping margins for URD from 
Canada range from 53.9 to 128.9 percent. 

Initiation of lnvestiptioa 

We have examined the petition on 
URD from Canada and have found that 
it meets the requirementl of section 
732(b) of the Act Therefore we are 
initiating an antidumplna duty 
investigation to determine whether 
imports of URD from Canada are being, 
or are likely to be, sold in the United 
States at less than fair value. 

Scope of lnvntigatioo 

The merchandise subject to this 
in\•estigation. medium voltage 
underground distribution cable (URD). i1 
on insulated electrical conductor used 
by electric utility companies in the 
medium voltage stase (i.e .• for voltasu 
exceeding 1.000 volts but not exceedina 
46.000 volts) of tran1mittin1 electricity. 
URD is generally used by utility 
companies to distribute electricity from 
regional substations to neighborhood 

....... 
transformers. URD li composed 
principally of metal (generally aluminum 
or copper for the conductor. and copper 
for the "neutral" or pound wirel) and 
insulatina compounda (e.g •• 
polyethylene). lmporb of thia product 
are currently cla11ifiable under 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HI'S) 
aubbeadiaa 8514.80.eo. Althoqh this 
aubbeadiq also include• inlulated 
electrical conductors of peater than 
46.000 volta. the scope of thit 
investilation la limited to medium 
voltage underpvund distribution cable. 
Althogp the HI'S aubbeadiaa is 
provided for convenience and c:uatoml 
pwpoaes. our written dncription of the 
scope ~f tbia inveaqation ii dlaposittre. 

PNlimiDuJ DetmmiaaliGD.., .... 
lnternatiwl,..... c---.... 

The International Trade Qnnmj.._ 
will determine bJ Much 11. tm. 
whether then la a nuouble indlcati• 
that imporb of URD from Canada aN 
materially lnjuriq. or threaten material 
injury to. a U.S. industry. If ita 
determination ia neptive. the 
inveatiption will be terminated. 
Otherwiae, if the invntiaation proceeda 
normally. the Department will make its 
preliminary determination on or before 
July 9, 1992. 

Thia notice ia published pursuant to 
section 732(c)(2) of the Act and 19 CFR 
353.13(b). 

Dat9d: February 20.1111%. 
MarJaM A. Cborliu. 
Acti111 .U.utont s.ct.tory ftN lmpon 
Admini•tmtion. 
JFR Doc. IM532 Filed 2-%6-92: l:U am) 
~CODI....... . 

6111 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF WITNF.SSF.S 
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CALENDAR OF THE PUBLIC CONFERENCE 

Investigation No. 731-TA-545 (Preliminary) 

MEDIUM VOLTAGE UNDERGROUND DISTRIBUTION CABLE FROM CANADA 

Those listed below appeared at the United States International Trade 
Commission's conference held in connection with the subject investigation on 
February 21, 1992, in Hearing Room 101 of the USITC Building, 500 E Street, 
SW. , Washington, DC. 

In support of tbe imposition of anticlumping duties 

McKenna & Cuneo--Counsel 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of--

U.S. Cable Trade Action Group and its individual member companies 
(Cablec Utility Cable Co., BICC Cables Corp.; Pirelli Cable 
Corp.; Rome Cable Corp.; and Southwire-Furukowa Cable Co.) 

Donald Duvall, Senior Vice President and General Manager for 
Polymer Cables, Cablec Utility Cable Co. 

Joseph Anderson, Import-Export Manager, Pirelli Cable Corp. 

Lawrence J. Bogard) 
Linda C. Menghetti)--OF COUNSEL 
Edward L. Tabakin ) 
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In opposition to the imposition of antidumping duties 

Rogers & Wells--Counsel 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of - -

Alcatel Canada Wire, Inc. 

Gordon Thursfield, President, Energy Group, Alcatel Canada 
Wire, Inc. 

Brian Tinkler, Vice President of Sales and Marketing, North American 
Utility Markets, Energy Group, Alcatel Canada Wire, Inc. 

Susan Nicotre, Sales Representative, Power Comm, Inc. 

Jeffrey Anspacher, Senior Economist, Law and Economics Consulting 
Group, Inc. 

Daniel J. Brewer, C.P.M., D.J. Brewer & Associates 

John C. Blauvelt, President, Pro-Tech Associates 

William Silverman ) 
Carrie Simon )--OF COUNSEL 
Douglas J. Heffner) 

Reid & Priest 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of--

Ohio Edison Co. 

Joyce Hogue, Direct~r of Materials Purchasing, Ohio Edison Co. 

Michael R. Belting, Senior Attorney, Ohio Edison Co. 

David A. Gantz--OF COUNSEL 
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APPENDIX C 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON mE IMPACT OF IMPORTS 
OF MEDIUM-VOLTAGE UNDERGROUND DISTRIBUTION CABLE FROM 

CANADA ON THEIR GROWm, INVESTMENT, ABil...ITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, 
AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS 
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The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe and explain the 
actual and anticipated negative effects, if any, of imports of URD from Canada 
on their investment, ability to raise capital, or existing development and 
production efforts (including efforts to develop a derivative or improved 
version of URD). Producers were also asked whether the scale of capital 
investments undertaken has been influenced by the presence of imports of URD 
from Canada. Responses are presented below: 

Actual Negative Effects 

* * * * * * * 
Anticipated Negative Effects 

* * * * * * * 
Impact on Capital Investment 

* * * * * * * 
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I 

APPENDIX D 

DATA ON CANADIAN URD OPERATIONS, BY FIRMS 



B-12 

Table Dl 
URD: Canadian capacity, production, capacity utilization, end-of-period 
inventories, exports to the United States, exports to all other markets, home­
market shipments, and total shipments, by firms, 1989-91 and projections for 
1992-931 

(In thousands of pounds. except where noted) 
Pro1ections--

Item 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

* * * * * * * 
1 Data presented are believed to account for all Canadian exports to the 

United States of URD from 1989 to 1991. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 


